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i ! o 4uin ;ihsa from Harold Weiaberg rc» appeal in C.A. 75-1396 , 7/24/78 

Hr. King recordo ' 

e ,. Th ® attached f 5 ?*® 8 *up» the “oovor 0 & C files as provided to tho Center 
" or ‘‘ational doourlty Studies and not provided to no doepite the ago of ay reauost 
for rcqorda of which these are part* ^ 1 

t nay have provide copies of some of thaao earlier in connection with my appeal. 

; *° mnte illustrations of what 1 regard as improper withholdings 

in part in addition to the withholding of what had already fcean processed. 

Similar records were withhold in Jim Leear'o C.A. 77-0602 on the ground that they 
are required to have bean sequestered in the national Archives under Judge Pith's ordor. 
ia * aa copies were provided to Horton Halperin long after Judge Smith's order. 

I do not have copies of the worksheets. Because the m did not indicate tea 
emaptiona claimed thsy ore not known to m* 

Disclosure of iho Hoover nota on the* Sullivan to Belmont mm of 1/27/64 
soem to ISO to Enka a moeksry of the FBI 1 a claim to have to withhold solely to x>rotect 
privacy ana to comply Kith Judge Smith's order* 

It reads, “I don't ahnra the conjecture. ling is a 1 tom cat' with obaescivo de~ 
g^norat sexual 90 m word unclear." 

£his is one of three documents I havo stapled toother* 

In *.h# iirst the then A3AC in riilwaukeo ’’raqueotad authority for the inatallation*' 
of a bug, granted, by *\ i.Bausa^ardner* There U a single obliteration t}i at, in context, 
d00a *2Psar t0 olaisi to exemption at this point more than 14 years later 

and with all that has been disclosed. (X m also appealing these and the other 
withholdings in and of the&o raeordo.) 

There are four ablitointicns at three point# is. th© second fron which I havn quo ted 
n cover note. The ono~tjj£e-<inly symbol number# to cover the bugging do not appoar 
to me to moot the requirements for withholding and they certainly are not oxnlainod by 
all the FBI explnaatione for each withholding of which I know. 

Aether or not the authorisation by iho AC covered such bugging, and I am not aware 
of any mKJh authorisation, the FBI ox bonded it to include ”119 associates while in 
Milwaukee. H 

I believe the apurloussoss of the Nations?! security* olais is clear in parrara ph 
3 as it la in the Hoover note. 

According to the "]$$$ of those attached record# the &il waufc*© Field Office was 
correct its "conjecture’ 1 because it states "that ilia giaur v&$ unproductive, ? 
iol s. 0%'8 further debunks the "national security* daia?, tfcera were no activities of 
interest developed." Tba6 "the aisur was therefor® dlsaontinusd" means tlv’s and of thw 
uao of the symbol In 1964. 

'fhis and the #1^ rsscord provide the names of eight officials whose records 
should b> searched. Tho first adds another name. 

The two records of October 19, 1565 and January 21, i 960 bear the file number the 
prior throe identify a 3 ''June" but these twefcoar no each designation, 'iiieec two also 
appear to oclla the claim that J?iiX records of that period 7 »era never classified, i'haoe 
bear the "‘Jccrot" classification. They also make it appear that fora-l^ttor explanations 
^tand representation were regarded as adequate for tfca Attorney General. 


*«!se repress tailors and that of th>* sort record, the 10/27/6S memo to thu it}, 
appeal- to if not to falsify to Obtrin the AG* a porataaion for Sho FBI* 8 

campaign against 'Jr. iving* Hdro the representation i 3 that the suvreillance at SGLC 
headquarters "tos provided considerable valuable intelligence information concerning 
cosriunict influence..." ** 


X as not aware of any information of thin kind being developed. I an aware of 

°T if 1 ' 4 u W °^ lltloBS **®t there mo not any such information and the representation 
0* the Chuixjft coii^itt^oo o£ ih« aaiftfl nature# 


I believe tills relates to the legitimacy of ary 
records obtained in this fashion. 


ilaln for ejemption for any 


Y$ur letter to hr. S’rcodlan&sr of CSS Havre indicates that the PisI told you it 
use not yet come to my pertinent request. I recall no nunbsr Being assigned by tha 
Wiil md I do not recall any letter in which I wao given either the sequence of this 
request or the aperoxiaate time the FIS expected to reach it. I do recall being told 
verbally that the request would bo processed as soon as thez records being transferred 
to the Archives hud been resioved. Tills was about a year ago. 


v, l f already appealed this delay I believe I should, and I do, to ba 

a le to obtain t ho kind of informtioa reflected in t&; precoeding paragraph# Fron 
rgr ojq>srio.acoB X m not willing to assume a sequential processing of requests, 
especially 4m thin request was not processed prior to the reaaaignaeat of SAs who 
had been ' assigned to *trodeot Onslaught and mors, after the judge in C.A.75-1986 

suggeatod tiuit some of these bo assigned prior to their being returned to their 
xisld po^ts* 


